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BffiCOTlVJi  SUMMART 


Thla  report  discusses  the  problems  associated  with  the  appll» 
cation  of  military  specifications  and  standards  In  acquisition  programs, 
utrer  the  years  military  specifications  and  staxidards  have  been  criticized 
by  both  contractors  and  the  government  as  sources  of  poor  perfonnance, 
goldplating f program  delays,  and  excessive  costs. 

As  a result  of  preliminary  results  released  by  the  Defense 
Science  Board  Task  Force  on  Specifications  and  Standards  In  1975  idilch 
Indicated  the  problem  was  In  the  application  of  specifications  and  not 
the  specifications  themselves,  then  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense, 

WllUam  P.  Clements  Issued  a memorandum  to  the  Secretaries  of  the  Military 
Departments  on  the  subject  of  specifications  and  standards  application. 
FoUowlxig  receipt  of  this  memorandum  each  of  the  military  departments 
Initiated  action  to  Implement  the  specific  application  and  tailoring 
of  specifications  and  standards.  Since  that  time  Increased  emphasis 
has  been  placed  on  tailoring. 

Tailoring  only  alleviates  part  of  the  problem,  however,  and  It 
has  severe  limitations.  A key  Indication  of  the  limitations  Is  the  real 
world  ccHifllct  between  program  management  offices  and  the  custodians  of 
the  specifications  and  standards  who  are  responsible  for  Its  content. 

Another  Indication  of  limitations  Is  the  severe  administrative  Impact 
tailoring  creates  on  the  already  heavily  burdened  program  management  offices. 
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The  report  ejcploree  an  alternative  to  tailoring  called 
parti tioxilng  • This  piroceee  involves  the  addition  ot  permanently  appended 
applicability  matrix  tables  to  selected  specifications  or  standards 
thereby  facilitating  advance  selection  of  specification  requirements 
custom  fit  to  the  procurement  regardless  of  commodity  type  or  acquisition 
phase. 


Partitioning  offers  a cost  effective  alternative  to  the 
tailoring  concept  by  lessening  the  administrative  burden  on  program 
management  offices,  iaquroving  coordination  with  specification  custodians, 
and  inqjroving  responsiveness  from  industry  on  tailoring  proposals/contracts. 
Increased  management  attention  of  the  partitioning  concept  is  encouraged. 
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SECTIUN  I 


Purgose 

The  pforpoee  of  this  report  le  to  evaluate  the  problems  associated 
with  the  application  of  mllltarjr  specifications  and  standards  in  acquisition 
programs,  and  the  corrective  action  being  Initiated  to  alleviate  these 
problems.  The  report  covers  the  evaluation  of  the  problem,  and  Its 
current  statiis.  An  attempt  Is  made  to  identify,  describe,  and  assess  a 
cost  effective  alternative  to  tailoring  called  partitioning.  The  objective 
here  Is  to  generate  Increased  attention  to  partitioning  as  a means  of 
alleviating  the  adverse  impact  of  current  tailoring  policies  and  practices 
on  the  program  management  office « 

Introduction 

uver  the  years  military  specifications  and  standards  have  been 
criticized  by  both  contractors  and  the  government  as  sources  of  poor 
performance,  goldplating,  program  delays,  and  excessive  costs.  The 
application  of  specifications  and  standards  in  acquisition  programs  has 
been  the  subject  of  considerable  discussion  and  study.  These  studies 
have  indicated  that  past  practices  of  wholesale  inclusion  of  specifications 
and  standards  in  Requests  for  Proposals  and  resultant  contracts  have 
resulted  in  unnecessary  costs  and,  in  some  instances,  program  fall\ire. 
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This  report  focusea  Initially  upon  the  basic  problem  of  applying 
military  specifications  and  standards,  since  a clear  \mderstanding  of 
this  problem  is  vital  to  a discussion  of  the  currently  preferred  solutim 
—tailoring.  Past  efforts  at  describing  the  problem  uhich  led  to  develop^ 
ment  of  the  tailoring  concept  have  fedled  in  this  author *s  opinion  to 
place  sufficient  emphasis  on  the  impact  of  any  proposed  solution  on  the 
program  management  office.  This  impact  will  be  evaluated  as  a Icey  ingredi- 
ent to  solution  of  the  problem. 

An  in-depth  analysis  of  the  current  policy  on  tailoring  is  also 
made  as  a lead  to  a subsequent  presentation  of  the  partitioning  concept 
as  a cost  effective  alternative.  The  partitioning  concept  is  Illustrated 
to  demonstrate  its  utility  in  the  selective  application  of  specifications 
and  standards. 
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Closer  examination  of  the  problem  discloses  a fundamental 
conflict  between  trends  in  the  acquisition  process  and  the  application 
of  military  specifications  and  standards.  Current  emphasis  on  fly  before 
buy  in  the  acquisition  process  has  resulted  in  the  development  of  more 
con^rehensive  specifications  and  standards.  Increasing  emphasis  on  the 
develoi»ient  phase  resulted  in  greater  detail  in  specifications  and  standards 
especially  those  related  to  develojsnent  testing  and  manufacturing 
processes.  Redt\ced  quantities  of  procxired  items  resulted  in  more  restrictive 
specifications  and  standards.  All  of  these  trends  demonstrate  an  awareness 
of  the  increasing  need  for  excellence  particvilarly  on  the  part  of  the 
specification  people  irtxo  are  doing  their  best  to  specify  a better  product. 

The  result  of  such  awareness,  however,  is  higher  costs. 

Numerous  studies  have  been  conducted  as  a result  of  the  criticism 
levied  at  military  specifications  and  standards.  Foremost  among  these 
was  a study  conducted  by  the  Defense  Science  Board  Task  Force  on  Specifi- 
cations and  Standards.  The  Task  Force  was  chartered  in  1971*  as  a panel 
of  the  Defense  Science  Board  by  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  William  P. 
Clements  under  the  Chairmanship  of  Dr.  Joseph  F.  Shea,  Senior  Vice  Presi- 
dent, Raytheon  Company.  Comprised  of  military  and  civilian  executives 
from  both  DOD  and  industry,  this  committee  was  tasked  to  identify  the 
factors  contributing  to  unnecessary  contract  costs  arising  frcan  military 
specifications  and  standards  and  to  recommend  appropriate  action  to  be 
inqjlemented  through  Department  of  Defense  Directives  and  Instructions 
(3:1-1). 
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Their  preliminary  findings  released  in  1975  concluded  that. 


contrary  to  popular  belief^  the  content  of  specifications  and  standards 
is  not  the  primary  contributor  to  uimecessary  contract  costs*  The  main 
cause  of  cost  escalation  was  identified  to  be  in  the  misapplication,  mis- 
interpretation,  overdemonstration  of  compliance  and  rigid  enforcement 
of  specifications  and  standards  in  Requests  for  Proposals  and  contracts* 
Contractor  and  Government  Management  seemed  equally  at  fault,  but  for 
different  reasons*  Government  authorities  were  motivated  to  avoid  the 
risk  of  failure  so  as  to  fully  protect  Government  Interests,  while  contractors 
were  motivated  to  comply  rather  than  risk  nonconformance  in  a highly 
coD^titlve  market  place*  This  overly  conservative  application  of  military 
specifications  and  standards,  coupled  with  an  inherent  resistance  to 
change  in  the  DuD  acquisition  process,  results  in  unnecessary  costs  U:l-1;* 


f in  their  final  report  issued  in  April,  1977  the  Task  Force  con- 

I eluded  that  although  it  is  not  feasible  to  eliminate  military  speciflca- 

I tlons  and  standards,  the  cost  of  their  development  and  application  could 

: be  reduced  if  the  following  would  occur: 

1 ) DOD  must  Institute  an  effective  program  to  introduce 
flexibility,  judgment  and  contractor  latltxide  and  in- 
centives in  the  application  of  specifications*  The 
application  climate  woTild  Improve  if  Industry  will 
accept  the  discipline  inherent  in  the  Defense  Standardi- 
zation Program  as  a way  of  life,  resist  the  tendency 

to  overreact,  and  establish  practices  vdiich  conform 
I without  increasing  costs*  At  the  same  time,  however, 

the  Government  must  recognize  the  inherent  arbitraxy 
natiire  of  standardization  and  be  willing  to  tailor 
^ specifications  to  the  particular  needs  of  a program* 

2)  Conservatism  of  the  procurement  environment  which 


5 


encourages  cautious  eonformance  rather  than  forceful 
Ingenuity,  must  be  overcome.  This  could  be  aecooq;>lished 
by  educating  and  motivating  the  Program  Manager  and 
functional  support  organizations  to  realize  that  strict, 
parochial  application  of  specifications  and  standards 
is  neither  required  nor  desired. 

3)  l]i;>rovements  must  be  made  in  specification  development 
particularly  In  the  General  Requirements  and  Management 
categories.  Such  isqprovement  could  be  assisted  by  the 
consolidation  of  specifications  across  services  and 
the  development  of  national  standards  OtV-II). 

Before  discussing  how  some  of  these  Task  Force  conclxislons  are 
being  Inqilmnented,  however,  we  need  to  review  the  past  and  present  appli- 
cation of  military  specifications  and  standards  in  the  acqulsitlim  process. 


SECTION  111  . 


The  AppJI cation  of  Military  Specif Icatlona  and  Standards 

In  reaction  to  higher  costs  and  the  decreasing  value  of  the  DOD 
budget,  the  procurement  side  of  the  House  has  adopted  several  techniques 
aimed  at  stretching  the  dollar*  included  among  these  techxilques  are 
design  to  cost,  contractor  maintenance,  and  limited  comnltment  development* 
Although  well  Intended,  a ntimber  of  these  techniques  create  difficulties 
In  the  selection  of  the  appropriate  military  specifications  and  standards 
requirements  for  contractural  application. 

The  limited  comnltment  contracting  method  is  a good  example* 

This  method  Is  almsd  at  minimizing  the  possibility  of  going  Into  volume 
production  with  an  Inferior  weapon  and  the  penalties  associated  with 
latent  discovery  and  correction*  under  this  method  the  contract  may  be 
limited  to  a single  phase  development  and  perhaps  one  or  two  hardware 
models  to  be  used  In  coiiq)etltion* 

The  difficulty  which  arises  with  the  specification  application 
under  this  metnod  Is  caused  by  the  lack  of  development  sequencing  parameter 
in  the  majority  of  specifications  and  standards*  For  exaoqple,  consider 
a Mili  SPEC  idiose  requirements  sequence  Is  simlUar  to  the  Mii^E-^OO  curve 
i Illustrated  In  Figure  1 Requirements  sequenced  In  this  manner  are 
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usually  dependent  on  the  existence  of  caiQ>leted  engineering  data,  and,  in 
many  cases,  production  implementation  for  total  cosqpUance.  li^>osltlcHi 
of  the  total  specification  requirements  in  a limited  development  phase 
type  contract  necessitates  unnecessary  c<»xtractor  esqpenditures  and  massive 
variations  in  the  interpretation  of  idiat  constitutes  conqpllance  vith 
i requirements  on  both  the  part  of  the  contractor  and  the  cognisant  contract 

administration  agency*  if  conqpetlng  contractors  are  involved,  the  problem 
is  further  magnified* 

Another  p^nosiena  associated  vith  the  current  applicatim  of 
specifications  and  standards  is  the  fan  out  effect  Inherent  in  the  tradi- 
tional military  specifications  referencing  practice*  The  fan  out  effect, 
which  is  also  commonly  referred  to  as  a specification  tree  effect,  describes 
a situation  idiereln  a single  specification  Included  in  a contract  references 
other  associated  specifications  and  standards  with  idiich  a contractor 
must  coolly  to  fulfill  cooipllance  with  the  top  level  specifications* 

It  has  been  alleged  that  the  fan  out  effect  can  result  in  up  to  600  speci- 
fications being  Invoked  because  of  a single  specification  call  out  (1 *2)* 
Under  certain  contracturl  circumstances,  these  referenced  requirements 
can  unnecessarily  drive  costs  upwards. 

A final  characteristic  associated  with  the  application  of 
specifications  and  standards  pertains  to  their  impact  on  limited  and 
quantity  acquisitions*  As  is  conmonly  known,  the  genesis  of  most  specifl- 
catims  and  standards  is  based  on  e3q)erienee— sosm  good  and  sons  bad. 
nilltary  specification  requirements  concentrate  on  conditicns  found  to 
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b«  troublesome  on  eqtdpments  procured  In  large  enough  quantities^  or  tf 
sufficient  technical  pronlnence,  to  iiitrent  widespread  concern.  A connon 
erroneous  assunqption  made  is  that  the  detailed  irequlrements  based  on 
experience  with  large  quantity  acquisitions  will  impact  exactly  the  sane 
on  small  seals  quantity  acquisitions.  Certain  of  these  requirements, 
such  as  process  control  criteria,  drawings  and  engineering  data,  conflgura* 
tlon  control  and  interehangeabillty,  which  are  prevalent  concerns  in 
mass  production,  have  questionable  economic  justification  tdien  quantities 
are  small.  Nevertheless,  there  is  abundant  evidence  of  their  costly 
application  on  limited  and  small  quantity  acquisitions. 


SECTION  IV 


Tailoring  - A Solution? 

Among  Its  proposed  solutions  to  the  specifications  and  standards 
application  problem  the  Defense  Science  Board  Task  Force  Included  the 
concept  of  tailoring.  According  to  the  Task  Force,  tailoring  is  "the 
process  of  using  common  sense  in  the  application  of  specifications  and 
standards,,."  (3:1-7),  "In  Essence,"  they  said,  "this  means  using  the 
•pecifications  as  a reasonable  starting  point,  but  modifying  their  ap- 
plicability to  suit  the  circumstances  of  a given  program"  (3:1-7).  The 
effect  of  such  a process  is  to  remove  non-essential  requirements  from 
Requests  for  Proposals  and  Contracts  for  each  specific  prociirement. 

The  concept  of  tailoring  proposed  by  the  DSB  Task  Force  was 
based  on  their  observation  that  nearly  half  the  failures  in  subsystem 
qualification  testing  represented  not  an  outright  failure  in  the  "go/no  go" 
sense,  but  rather  a failure  to  meet  an  essentially  arbitrary  specification 
requirement  which  was  frequently  insignificant  to  the  intended  mission. 

In  their  opinion,  tailoring  would  encourage  responsible  people  to  under- 
stand the  real  requirement  and  be  in  a position  to  waive  and/or  change 
the  specification.  Tailoring  would,  therefore,  highlight  the  essential 
functional  and  physical  properties  of  an  item  and  prevent  dissipation 
of  resources  on  nonessential  requirements  (3:1-8). 
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As  a result  of  the  DSB  Task  Force  recoimnendationo, tailoring  of 
specifications  and  standards  has  become  the  current  DUD  buzzword.  In  oxir 
academic  professional  schools  students  are  being  instructed  to  pare  down 
their  requirements  to  only  the  essentials  through  tailoring.  Many  of  our 
military  and  civilian  leaders  within  DOD  are  espousing  tailoring  as  an 
effective  approach  to  defining  realistic  requirements  in  programs. 

On  U August  1975*  then  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense,  William  P. 
Clements,  issued  a memorandum  to  the  Secretaries  of  the  Military  Depart- 
ments on  the  subject  of  specifications  and  staiulards  application.  Based 
on  the  DSB  Task  Force  preliminary  findings  available  to  him  at  that  time, 
he  instructed  his  staff  and  the  Service  Seciretaries  to  initiate  appropriate 
procedures,  regulations  and  policies  to  correct  the  problem  areas  identified 
by  the  Task  Force.  His  desire  was  "...to  promote  and  foster  a mutually 
cQopatlble  program  to  institute  effective  cost  reduction  techniques  in 
the  acquisition  process."  (3tAppendlx  G). 

Each  of  the  military  departments  has  initiated  action  to  Inple- 
ment  the  specific  application  and  tailoring  of  specifications  and  standards. 
Within  the  Amy,  the  Development  and  Eieadiness  Cogmand  (DARCCM)  Issued  a 
letter  on  25  Septanber  1975  which  established  and  iiiplemented  cooprehensive 
application  and  tailoring  procedures.  The  letter  identified  specific 
specifications  and  standards  to  be  tailored,  required  formal  certification 
of  tailoring  by  functional  technical  groups,  and  also  required  retention 
of  formal  records  reflecting  the  degree  of  tailoring  (3tV-7}. 


On  7 October  1975*  the  Navy  Chief  of  Naval  Operations  (CMO) 


Issed  a letter  formally  implementing  OSB  policies*  The  Navy  Electronics 
Comnand  (MAVELEK)  established  a formal  management',  level  review  board  to 
lnqplement  the  specification  application  and  tailoring  instructions.  Naval 
Air  Systems  Coanand  (NAVAIRJ  established  an  ad  hoc  cammlttee  to  determine 
how  the  instructions  would  be  implemented  within  their  ccxnmand 

The  Air  Force  has  gone  the  farthest  of  the  three  Services  In 
formalizing  the  specific  application  and  tailoring  concept.  On  12  June 
1975  the  Air  Force  Systems  Command  issued  AFSC  R 800-25  entitled  "Appli- 
cation of  Military  Specifications  and  Standards  to  DOB  Procurements." 
Further  initiatives  are  now  being  implemented  by  the  various  AFSC  Bivisions, 
such  as  the  Aeronautical  Systems  Bivision  (ASBJ,  and  the  Space  and  ia.ssile 
Systems  Organization  (SAMSOj,  through  issuance  of  handbooks  and  g\ildes 
covering  the  detailed  procedures  of  application  and  tailoring  of  speci- 
fications (3sV-8). 

Two  basic  changes  were  also  made  to  the  Armed  Services  Procure- 
ment Regulation  to  cover  the  subject  of  selective  application  and  tailoring 
specifications  and  standards.  Tne  first  of  these,  ASPR  1-1 202(a),  estab- 
lishes specific  policies  vdilch  replaced  blanket  application  of  specifi- 
cations and  standards  with  the  mandatory  requirement  that  these  documents 
be  tailored  when  invoked  (2:1:182).  The  second  change,  ASPR  1-1 202(e), 
tightened  feedback  procedures  covering  interim  changes  or  corrections  to 
specifications  and  standards  required  to  effect  a procurement  (2:1:182). 

This  provision  is  intended  to  thereby  reduce,  or  at  least,  achieve  increased 
control  over  the  io^ct  of  unnecessary  specification  and  standards  changes 


In  a program. 


In  April  1977  the  DOD  Issued  a new  directive,  DODD  U1 20.21, 
addressing  Specifications  and  Standards  application.  This  document 
directs  the  Services  to  establish  procedures  for  selective  application 
and  tailoring  of  military  specifications  and  standards.  It  also  directs 
the  Services  to  liiq>ose  only  'Essential  system  needs,"  to  avoid  "blanket 
eontraotual  inqsositlon, " and  to  solicit  recommendations  from  prospective 
contractors  These  procedures  apply  throughout  the  acquisition 

process  and  each  program  Is  required  to  document  the  extent  to  which 
specifications,  standards  and  data  Item  descriptions  have  been  tailored. 

In  addition,  the  directive  requires  the  establishment  of  a review  board 
structure  within  each  Service  to  review  the  effectiveness  of  the  tailoring 
achieved  on  each  program.  Program  managers  are  further  directed  to  submit 
the  degree  of  tailoring  accon^lished  on  their  program  for  DSARC  review. 

A legitimate  question  at  this  point  might  be  just  how  does  a 
program  manager  apply  the  tailoring  process  to  his  program.  Ihclosure  1 
to  DODD  Ul 20.21  provides  the  answer  (UtEhcl.  1^.  It  describes  tailoring 
as  a four  step  process: 

1}  Selection  from  the  total  realm  of  specifications  and 
standards,  those  that  may  have  application  to  a 
particular  program. 

2)  Review  and  evaluation  of  those  selected  to  identify 
those  documents  having  specific  application. 

3)  Tailoring  of  each  applicable  docrsnent  to  include  (xily 
those  provisions  required  for  the  specification  appli- 
cation so  that  each  document  impoaea  only  the  minimum 
necessary  requirements  in  the  solicitation  and  contract. 


U)  Examination  of  document  requirements  surviving  this 
process  to  specifically  tailor  them  to  support  the 
partlotilar  system  during  acquisition  and  life  cycle 
ownership. 

Proponents  and  critics  of  the  tailoring  concept  each  agree  on 
Its  utility  ais  a means  of  reducing  costs  of  the  acquisition  process  as 
contemplated  by  Secretary  Clements.  Critics  are  quick  to  point  out,  how- 
ever, that  tailoring  requires  a considerable  manpower  resource  investment 
which  they  do  not  have  the  capability  to  make.  In  the  Ideal  sense,  as 
Illustrated  in  the  four  step  process  outlined  above,  all  specifications 
and  standards  to  be  iirposed  on  a program  should  be  tailored.  In  the 
real  world,  however,  there  are  far  too  many  to  be  completed  prior  to 
Issuance  of  a Request  for  Proposal.  In  addition,  as  is  frequently 
pointed  out  by  many  critics,  it  is  difficult  to  determine  "a  priori"  ^diich 
ones  will  present  problems  as  the  development  goes  along.  Program  managers 
have  also  coo9>lalned  of  the  continuing  need  to  reaccompUsh  the  tailoring 
process  for  each  phase  in  the  acquisition  process.  This  iitqx>ses  a con- 
siderable workload,  and  frequently  the  program  office  does  not  possess 
the  expertise  within  its  confines  or  in  its  functional  support  divisions 
to  accomplish  the  task. 

Fortunately,  the  DSB  Task  Force  was  alert  to  the  real  world  sit- 
uation involving  tailoring.  They  concurred  in  the  inpracticality  of 
tailoring  each  specification  before  calling  it  out.  They  recognized 
that  such  a process  would  extend  the  definitionAalidation  idiase  of  a 
program  unnecessarily,  and  would  place  an  almost  inpossible  burden  on  the 
already  overloaded  government  program  manager  (3-II-1). 


In  their  review  they  were  able  to  identify  specifications  which 
either  because  of  their  wide  usage,  broad  applicability,  or  both  were 
prime  candidates  for  misapplication  and  misinterpretation.  These  specie 
flcations  and  standards  represent  a finite  group  idiich  have  one  common 
characteristic— they  do  not  pertain  to  a procurable  end  item.  Yet  be- 
cause of  their  wide  usage  and/or  applicability,  they  act  as  cost  drivers 
in  a program  (3:1-8).  These  specifications  and  standards  cover  reqxdre- 
ments  in  such  areas  as: 

— General  Design  Requirements 
— Configuration  Control 
— Quality  Control,  Inspection,  Cedibration 
— Reliability  and  Maintainability 
— Integrated  Logistics  Support 
— Human  Qiglneerlng  and  Safety 
— Ehvlronmental  Requirements  and  Test  Methods 
— Doc\unentation,  Standardization 

— Packing,  Packaging,  Preservation,  Transport  (3:11-3). 
Although  the  DSB  Task  Force  recognized  the  difficulty  associated  with 
tailoring  even  those  specifications  and  standards  Included  in  the  above 
cost  driver  categories,  they  suggested  that  careful  attention  to  approxi- 
mately twenty  such  documents  prior  to  the  initiation  of  a program  could 
reduce  costs,  and  perhaps  more  Importantly  create  an  atmiosphere  which 
would  encourage  further  tailoring  as  the  program  progressed  (3:11-3). 

Unfortunately,  however,  as  one  reviews  the  type  of  direction 
ciurently  being  published  regarding  specific  application  and  tailoring 
by  the  Services  and  the  ASPR  Committee  as  Illustrated  earlier  in  this 
report,  it  is  readily  apparent  that  the  emjdiasis  is  being  placed  on  a 
cooqnr^henslve,  all  enccmipasslng  program  involving  all  specifications 
and  standards  rather  than  the  cost  drivers.  This  type  of  emphasis 
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and  the  additional  reporting  and  rerieving  burdens  being  placed  cm  both 
nilitary  and  ciTilian  prograa  managers  to  Justify  tailoring,  or  the  lack 
of  it,  on  their  programs  has  caused  many  to  search  for  a more  effective 
alternative.  Is  there  one?  Many  think  so.  It*s  called  partitioning. 
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SECTION  V 


1 


Partitioning  - An  Effective  Alternative 

In  their  search  for  an  effective  alternative  to  the  biu^ens  of 
tailoring,  a segment  of  military  and  industry  managers  have  focused  on 
a concept  called  partitioning.  This  concept  erqjlpys  an  applicability 
matrix  table,  or  set  of  tables  in  some  cases,  which  are  added  permanently 
to  selected  specifications  or  standards.  These  tables  provide  advance 
selection  of  requirements  custom  fit  to  the  needs  of  each  buying  activity 
using  the  document  regardless  of  idilch  commodity  it  is  procuring  or  which 
phase  of  development  is  involved. 

Under  the  partitioning  concept  the  requirements  of  military 
specifications  and  standards  would  be  partitioned  into  modularized 
sub-sets  as  indicated  in  Figure  2 (1:5).  Each  sub-set  is  described  in 
a three  dimensional  configuration  by  the  addition  of  two  dimensions  (the 
acquisition  phase  and  the  quantity)  to  the  complexity  dimension  existent 
in  current  specifications  and  standards, 

A significant  characteristic  of  this  model  is  that  it  offers 
four  types  of  program  option  sequences.  The  T^^  I sequence  corresponds 
to  an  acquisition  program  idiich  concludes  with  the  hard  tooled  production 
of  ooaq)lex  articles.  The  Type  II  sequence  corresponds  to  the  hard 
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This  could  be  considered  the  traditional  type  of  acquisition  program 

which  fit  military  specification  and  standard  requirements  best,  | I 
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tooled  production  of  non-complex  articles.  Type  III  and  Type  IV  represent 
soft  tooled  production  for  complex  and  non-con;)lex  articles  respectively. 

The  best  illustration  of  this  conceptualized  model  can  be  seen 
in  Figure  3 (1:8),  This  form  uould  appear  as  an  appendix  to  the  existing 
military  specification  or  standard.  In  a matrix  format  this  table  simply 
indicates  what  part  of  the  specification  is  essential  or  non-essential 
for  each  program  type  and  phase.  (The  indicates  essentiality  and 
the  dashes  non-essentiality.) 

Responsibility  for  development  of  the  basic  matrix  format  for 
each  selected  specification  or  standard  would  be  assigned  to  the  preparing 
activity  responsible  for  issuance  of  the  specification  or  standard.  This 
rrjs.li.LK  would  then  be  provided  to  the  custodians  (users)  of  the  specifica- 
tion who  supply  matrix  field  information  according  to  their  buying  organi- 
zations' needs.  The  custodians  return  the  con^leted  matrix(es)  to  the 
preparing  activity  for  release  as  revision(s)  to  the  basic  document.  Ap- 
plication of  the  specification  requirements  would  therely  be  controlled 
by  the  buying  organizations' matrices. 

A sill^)lified  Illustration  of  matrix  development  is  shown  in 
Figure  U.  Here  we  see  the  custodians  (Army*  Navy,  Air  Force)  developing 
applicability  matrices  for  each  of  the  various  conmodity  classes  procured 
by  their  buying  organizations.  Upon  return  to  the  preparing  activity, 
these  matrices  would  be  appended  to  the  applicable  specification  or  standard 
for  subsequent  contractual  application  by  the  buying  organizations. 
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The  key  feature  of  this  approach  Is  that  it  adds  the  applica- 


bility Infomation  to  the  document  on  a one  time  basis  without  disturbing 
the  existing  content.  In  this  manner  it  offers  a more  cost  ef  fee tire  al- 
ternative to  satisfying  the  objectives  of  the  DOD  tailoring  process  by 
eliminating  the  repetitious  rewriting  exercises  otherwise  required  of 
the  program  office  as  it  attempts  to  retailor  the  specifications  for  each 
acquisition  phase  as  the  program  progresses,  VfLth  matrices  appended  to 
existing  specifications  and  standards*  the  program  office  would  merely 
need  to  select  the  applicable  specification  or  standard  for  inclusion 
in  the  Request  Por  Proposal  or  Contract,  The  matrix  would  indicate  to 
the  contractor  which  portions  of  the  specification  were  applicable  as  a 
function  of  the  acquisition  phase  being  encountered  through  the  solicitation. 

Another  feature  of  this  approach  which  makes  it  desirable  from 
a cost  effective  viewpoint  is  that  it  would  Increase  responsiveness  of 
Industry  to  the  proposed  tailoring  of  the  specifications  and  standards 
Included  in  the  proposal.  The  current  application  of  the  tailoring  con- 
cept consists  to  a great  extent  of  soliciting  comments  from  industzy  on 
all  specifications  or  standards  without  reference  to  any  specific  iTequlre- 
ments.  The  partitioned  specification  or  standard  would  ease  the  contractors* 
review  and  analysis  of  the  proposal  and  permit  him  to  address  his  comments 
to  only  those  requirements  indicated  as  being  applicable.  Ebqperierce 
clearly  indicates  that  the  current  method  of  soliciting  comments  is  inef- 
fective since  few,  if  any,  contractors  respond  with  comnants  during  the 
pre-c<mtractual  phase  for  fear  of  being  cemsidered  non-responslve. 


Although  the  partitioning  concept  haa  not  received  wldeapread 


acceptance  by  the  DUD  policy  makers « the  D6B  Task  Force  did  indicate  that 
a variant  of  this  coneept  called  sectlonallzlng  is  being  used  (3tV-6j. 
Sectlonalizlng  differs  front  partitioning  by  requixiiig  grouping  of  all 
nandatoiy  reqtilrementsj  Identification  of  optional  requirementSf  ranges, 
variables,  etc*.  Each  requirement  is  then  structured  to  be  Independent 
of  any  other  requirements  in  the  document*  The  purpose  and  objective 
of  each  separately  structured  requirement  are  defined  together  with  a 
statement  of  hov  it  should  be  utilized  in  acquisition  programs*  A number 
of  documents  are  now  in  the  process  of  revision  to  adopt  the  sectlonalizlng 
technique 

Partitioning  appears  to  offer  a distinct  administrative  ad- 
vantage over  sectlonalizlng  in  that  it  can  be  Incorporated  into  existing 
specifications  and  standards  without  disturbing  their  format*  Sectlonall- 
zlng requires  the  development  of  a con^letely  new  format* 
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SECTION  VI 


Conclusion 

As  a result  of  the  outstanding  efforts  of  the  Defense  Science 
Board  Task  Force  oniq^lflcatlons  and  Standards,  the  problems  associated 
with  the  application  of  military  specifications  and  standards  are  beginning 
to  receive  proper  recognition.  Many  new  Initiatives  have  been  Implemented 
by  DOD  and  the  Services  to  alleviate  those  problems.  Tailoring  Is  eiq)ha>- 
slzed  as  the  panacea  to  their  correction.  Boqphasls  Is  also  being  placed 
on  the  high  cost  driver  specifications  and  standards.  Unfortunately, 
however,  tailoring  as  It  Is  currently  being  described  will  only  alleviate 
part  of  the  problem.  In  addition,  tailoring  has  severe  limitations. 

Considerably  more  needs  to  be  done  to  assure  cost  effective 
Implementation  of  the  tailoring  philosophy.  One  such  step  should  Include 
an  objective  evaluation  by  the  policy  makers  of  the  Impact  and  real  world 
effectiveness  of  c\irrent  tailoring  policies.  Since  partitioning  offers 
an  affordable,  effective  alternative  to  the  approach,  a second  step 
should  be  Increased  attention  to  use  of  the  partitioning  concept  on  high 
cost  driver  specifications  and  standards. 
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